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than Just those that are classical.
notion that a small lnput can have a dlsproportignately larg¢ output,
the phenomenon |s referred to as the “butterfly” effect---the flapping
a butterfly’s wings In Hong-Kong might effect the weath
The effects are often seen In many sclences to Inc
sclerce. The millitary has as a corollary, the "for the loss
of a nall™ effect. Thls non-llnear phenomenon has occured often In
history---wars have been started because of some otherwlse
inslgnificant event. The phenomenon, however, has not been studled |n
detall as a relatlonshlip unto itself. Chaos Theory predlcts that when
circumstances are in a near chaotlc state, the addition of another
input, albelit however minor, can result Iin a major, wholly
disproportionate output. The world and natlonal sltuations in 1975
were uniquely unsettled and In some ways, unprecedenced, when a small
Cambodlan force selzed a 1J.S. merchant vessel, the ugfngugz. Instead
of handling the matter purely as a routine diplomatic/matter, the U.S.
responded with a combat assault within hours of the splzure. The crew
and ship were recaptured. This paper explores the passibllity that
the response was due to more than Just the selizure. [It suggests that

the polltical, soclal, and economic events that precdded the seizure
may have significantly contrlibuted to a feellng of risla?, and, in
the jargon of Chaos Theory, became t:;/falmost Infransitiv

\ event
that preclipltated the U.S. reaction.
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INTRODUCTION

Time and clircumstances can sometimes catapult the most
unlikely event onto the world’s center stage. The smallest
event can ecupt into an Internatlional crislis; a few have
caused wars l.e., a plstol fired by Gavrilo Princip led to
the outbreak of World War I. The emerging sclence of chaos
refers to this phenomenon as the "butterfly effect"---the
flapping of a butterfly’s wings In Hong Kong might effect
the weather In New York. Directly applicable to the
physlcal sclences, the phenomenon might also apply to
pollitical sclence. Even in political sclence the effects of
the phenomenon are not unknown. It has been characterlzed
as the "loss of a nall effect"---for the want of a nall the
shoe was lost, for the want of a shoe the horse was lost,
etc. The results are experlenced almost Immediately---the

causes evaluated mostly In hindsight.

The selzure of the U.S. merchant ship, Mavaguez, by
Cambodlan forces as the catalyst, the ensulng lnternatlional
Ilntrlgue that erupted as a byproduct, and the dramatic U.S.

response that erupted as the result, may exempllfy a

polltical type of chaos (11].




The purpose of thls paper |s to review !ssues
surrounding the Mavaquez seizucre, relate the clrcumstances
prompting these Issues to the emerging science of chaos and

to focus upon Impllcations that might be appllicable for the

future.




THE CRISIS

Prior to the tlme of its selzure the Mavagyez was
Jdestined to e no more than a footnote In hlstory as the
world’s first contalnerized cargo ship. Durlng a few days
in May 1975, the world’s attentlion focused on It for a
different reason; Its name became banner headlines across
the world. The aftermath resulted In the name Mayaquez
earning a solid, albeit dublous, place In history, different

from Its previous status.

On May 12, 1975, Cambodlan naval forces seized the U.S.
merchant ship, Mavaquez. The reason for lts selzure was not
immedlately known nor were explanatlons forthcomlng from the
Cambodlan Government. Throughout the duratlon of the
selzure, no direct contact was ever made between the
governments of U.S. or Cambodla. U.S. offlclals, aware of
the kllling of mlllions of Cambodians by the newiy placed
government, feared for the safety of the crew. Comparisons
were also made between |t and the seizure of another U.S.
ship, the Pueblo, In 1968. A varlety of diplomatic actions
were quickly Inltlated In an effort to secure the |mmedliate
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reiease of the ship and its 40 crew members. When
diplomatic efforts falled, the lUnlted States {nitlated

m!lltacry action agalnst Cambodla to secure the same end.

The military action was based on a hastily drawn p!lan
developed from lncomplete, lnaccurate, and conflictling
intelligence. The plan was further encumbered by time and
avallablllty of forces constralnts. Regardless, |t was
approved wlth mlnor modiflicatlon by the Commander-1n-Chlef
Paclflc (CINCPAC)> after It had also recelved scrutiny and
ultimately the approval of the mlllitary and polltlcal
leaders |In Washington D.C. However, before the plan could
be Implemented, Cambodla announced through a commerclal
radio broadcast that the shlp had been released. No
specific mentlon of the crew was made in the broadcast.

U.S. Government offlclals seized upon thls lack of reference
to the crew, Preslident Ford used It as the sole
Justification for Implementing the military plan against
Cambodia; an assault that began less than 29 hours after the
Initlation of dlplomatic efforts to resolve the crisls.
Prlor to Its Implementatlion, U.S. authorlties made no effort
to rectify or clarlfy what may have been an oversight by the

Cambod!{ans In not mentlonlng the crew.

U.S. Intellligence located at least part of the crew at
Tang, an Island about sixty mlles off the Cambodian coast.

One hundred seventy-five Marlnes aboard elght U.S. Alr Force
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nelicopters assaulted the {sland on the mornlng of May 15th,.
The attacklng force sufferea heavy casualties almost
immediateiy. At about the same titne as the assauit, ana
tor reasons unrelated to [t. all the Mavaguez crew members
were reieased and a short time later are taken apoard the
U.S.S. Wilsen. In a cltassic intelligence miscue., the crew
members were never on Tang island. The assault on thre

islang was not necessary.

The crew was rescued from a Thal! fishling boat at 10:00
a.m. on May 15.1975. This equates to 11:00 p.m., May 14,
1975 Washington time. At 12:50 a.m. (Washlngton time> on
May 13th, an hour and flfty minutes after the crew members
were cecovered, the Secretary of Defense ordered cessation

of all offensive operations [2]).

After the crlsis It was discovered that the Cambodians
had releasead the crew at the same time the shlp was
released. In fact, the crew members were enroute to the
viclinity of the Mavaauez even before the U.S. assault
started. Although U.S. authorities were unaware that the
crew had been released with the ship, thlis information did
become known and the crew wag actually In U.S. custody
before the flnal! phase of the assault---the bombing of the
Cambodlan mainland---was completed. Also, U.S. authorlties
knew more than 14 hours before the assault that a senlor
diplomat representing a foreign gqvernment. whose ldentlty
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remains classlifled, was uslng its Influence with Cambodlia to
seek an early re'ease of the ship and crew. The dip'omat
hada passed word to U.S. authorltlies that the ship and crew

.ere erpected to be released soon [3).

Regardiess of the knowledge that the crew was already
safely In U.S. custody and that a foreign government was
actlvely worklng to resolve the crisls, Preslident Ford
dlirected that the bombing of the maln}and proceed. The
result destroyed or severely damaged 12 "old
propeller-driven Cambodlan alrcraft," hangers, fuel storage
faclllitles, and an antl-alrcraft site at Ream Alrfield,
barracks and fuel storage facllltles at Ream Naval Base,
and two warehouses, an unused ol!l reflnery, and a rallroad
marshallling yard bulldlng at Kompong Som port complex (4].
All of these facllitles were on the Cambodlan malnland miles
from the marlne assault at Koh Tang (Koh means island In the
Thal language). The bombling has been crliticlized as
unnecessary and wlthout legltimate purpose. It therefore
can be asked, "Why dld the bombing take place?* "What

milltary or pollitical purposes were served?"

Reasons for the release of the crew members are not
readlly apparent. It iIs possible that the crew was released
because of the third country Influence. It |s also possible
that the contlnued heavy U.S. presence of U.S. Alr Force
reconnalssance and flghter alrcraft near Cambodia since the
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seizure had simply unnerved the Cambodians into releasing
the crew., Others support the Cambodlan view that the
selzure had been the result of an overly zealous Cambod!an
officer who acted without authorlty and the Cambodian

Government acted quickly %o rectify the situation.

Some U.S. politliclans later claimed the bomblng
constlituted a purely "retallatory" actlon and served no
ueeful milltary purpose. Presldent Ford was heavlily
crlticized for ordering the bomblng. Both Congress and the
press expressed consternation over the decision. Ellzabeth
Holtzman of New York stated the following ln the

Congressional Record:

“The bombing of the mainland, from approximately 8:45
to midnight on May 14 ralses other gquestlions.

Although thls bomblng was supposedly related elither to
the recovery of the Mavaguez crew or the protectlon of
the Marines lInvading Koh Tang Island, |t makes no sense
wlth regard to elther purpose. At the time of the
bombling, the President belleved that at least part of
the crew was In the viclnity of Kompong Som. If the
bomblng was related to the recovery of the crew, why
was |t dlrected at an area in which they might have
been held? And why did It contlnue for an hour after
the crew was recovered?

If on the other hand, the bombing was Intended to
support the Invaslion and prevent Cambodlan
reinforcement of Koh Tang Island, its timing seems
wrong. Why, for example, was |t timed to begin with
the recapture of the Mavagyez, rather than with the
beglnning of the Island !nvaslon? Since no attempts
at reinforcement were reported, why was the bombing
needed at all? Why were an oll depot and a naval! base
bombed after ear!ller bomblngs had destroyed Cambcdlan
boats and planes |n the area? Flnaliy, !f the bomblng
was Intended to protect our Marines on the 1sland, why
did It end whlle they were s3ti!]l pinned down by enemy
fire, not to be rescued untll nine hours later?
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The bomblng of Kompong Som, therefore, seems to have

had no milltary purpose directly reltated to the

recovery of the Mavaguez and its crew or to the
protectlion or rescue of the Marlnes. It was
apparently punitive, part of the President’'s effort to
make a show of force regardless of the needless

destruction caused." (S]

In the aftermath of the assault, some 65 hours after
the crisls began, 41 U.S. Marlnes were kllled or mlssing and
another 50 were wounded; ten of eleven hellcopters were
destroyed or damaged, whlile the U.S. Govecrnment suffered
stralned relatlons with Thalland, its only ally in southwest
Asla. Cambodla also suffered significant personnel and

property losses.

The Mavaguez crisis |s studlied at the U.S. 2rmy War
College as a classic case of crlsls management. But |s the
real and only lssue crlsis management? Are there other

Important lssues worthy of study?

Essentlally, the selzure of the Mavaguez pltted Unlted
States and Cambodla agalnst each other over matters of
national will and international law. From a different
perspectlive, the Incldent led to questlions about U.S. crisls
management procedures, nct the least of which Is, Was the
Incldent a crisis?. The actlicns taken by the respective two
governments, particularly those of the Unlted States, ralsed
major |ssues of dlplomacy, expedliency, and political
precedent. The encompassing |ssue then was the ratlonale

for the unusually strong and qulck reactlon of the Unlted
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States to an otherwlse minor Incident---ane that ocdlnarlly
should have been handled through routine diplomatic
channels. Perhaps Carl von Clausewltz antlicipated such
occurrences In Internatlional affalrs when he wrote In hlis

classic, Qn Wag:

"“The same politlical object can eliclt dlffering
reactions from dlfferent people, even from the same
people at different times...Between two peoples and two
states, there can be such tensions, that the slightest
quarrel can produce a wholly disproportionate
effect---a real explosion (€).




CHAOS THEORY

National events during early 1975 were unprecedented.
International events, too, were dramatic and extraordlnary.
Reactlions to events at the natlional and International level
remalned within the bounds of expectant behavior, that lIs,
both routine and unusual events resulted In characteristic
responses by the particlipants. However, the ratlonal,
predictable behavlior that characterized most diplomatic
occurrences was abruptly violated by the actlions that
followed the seizure of the Mavaquez. The U.S. reactlion may
have been the result of the chaos |t was experlencing and

witnessing. If 30, then it should have been predlcted.

Classical sclence and pollitical sclence are about cause
and effect, characterized by a largely linear relatlonshlp.
Non-classlcal science or chaos recognlzes a less obvious
relationship between cause and effect. It |s generally
characterized as a non-linear relatlonship. 1In thls regard,
the situation in 1975 could be called chaotic---effects were
obvious, causes were not. If there was a relatlonship

10
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between the selzlng of the Mayvaguez and the ensulng strong
reactlion by the U.S. and the generally chaotlc pollitical
condltions that exlisted |n the U.S., then It was general,
nun-speciflc and non-linear. Even from a curscory view, the
war-|llke response by the U.S. exceeded the concept of

proportionallty.

As a premise, classical sclence anticlipates that apples
fall because of gravity; appearance and features of animals
result from predetermined genetlic structure; and, rational
governments act within a prescribed set of norms. Order and
structure are the basis of teaching and understandlng.
Sclence relles heavlly upon the ablllty to dupllcate
experiments and derive consistent outcomes. A glven action
ellclts a glven response. At sea level water bolls at
one-hundred degrees and freezes at zero degrees Celsjus.
Change parameters and the results of the exper!iment change
as well; water at a lower barometric pressure boils faster.
Water at a hlgher barometric pressure freezes faster.

Still, for classlical sclence the results are largely

antlclpated and verlflable through repeated experiments,

The emerging science of Chaos, however, views the
progression of water freezlng to be constant, In the
classical sense, untll the very narrow range of temperature
when the water turns lnto lce. At that time chaos develops.

This phenomenon, a rapld and dlsproportional consequence of
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a minor Increase in lnput, manlfests ltself In many other
physlcal occurrences as well; smoke from a clgarette rlses
In a tight column until a point where it spreads out into an
undeflned cloud; lron goes from "un"magnetlzed to magnetlzed
at some undetermined point; and, two colors mix but retailn
thelr respectlive color characterlistlics untll some point when
a new color develops. In each of these cases, a normal
pattecrn of behavior ensued untl! the very brink of
uncertalnty---or chaos--was reached. At that very narcow
moment, the aadltlion of Just one more lnput Into a deflned
universe---a butterfly flapplng Its wings, a logs of a nall,
or the selzure of a merchant ship---pushed the consequences
Into chaos. There |s an abrupt transition Into this
mysterious turbulence Instead of a llnear accumulatlon of

Input.

Edward Lorenz of the Massachusetts Instlitute of
Technology called thls behavlior "almest Intransitivity." It
Is evident when a system displays one sort of behavior for a
long perlod of time and then suddenly and abruptly It shlfts
into a dlfferent representative behavior. Both behaviors
exhlblt a dlifferent type of behavior (7]. Progression no
longer remains |lnear, but becomes nonllnear; some say less
predictable. But Is the system and the reactlon really
unpredictable? Chaos recognlzes these exceptlonal
happenlings and finds a coarse order and disclplilne to the

structure---ocder masquerading as randomness. There are two
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natural kinds of behavior, one stable and observable over a
long perlod of tlme, the other completely dlfferent, occurs

less often, but is just as natural and observable (8).

Under a Bell-shaped curve, normal, or so-called
Gaussian distcibution, In princliple, every phenomenon can
be explained. Standard deviations from the center of the
norm explain most observed results and account for most
happenings. Researchers, economists, and pollticlans speak
of these as probabilitlies. Usually though, regardless of
how certalin they may be of an outcome, some percentage Is
left for chance, luck, or "unforeseen clrcumstances."
Seldom |ls anythlng so certaln that the chance for a

predictable outcome ls absolute, certaln, and guaranteed.

In Flgure 1, the center area of the distributlon curve
reflects the "range of expectant behavior;" the range where
most occurrences are probable. Whether hard sclence,
economics, or polltlcs, every action within thls range

ellclts a comparable and somewhat predlictable reactlion.

Raymond Cohen |n hls book, Threat Perceptlon in
Interpaticnal Crisls, calls this mutual expectation "rules

of the game." He says,

"Rules polint the way to a predetermined rendezvous. If
the slignpost should be knocked down or altered,
travelers Journeylng apart will be unable to arrive at
a common destlination; coordinated behavior becomes
Impossible. But rules also perform a second,
complementary boundary function: they demarcate the
territory of the permissible from that of the

13




forbidden. And just as an infringement of "rules of
the game" removes the only means of taclt restralnt
between them, It also removes the only means for tacilt
restralnt between them."[9]

In filgure 1, the width of the boundarles change as the
range of avallable altecrnatives change. Significantly, the
range of expectant behavlior between llke ent!ties, anlimals
withln a specles, elements wilthln a compound, or natlons

within a pollitical setting, may differ.

In a pollitical sense, Great Brlitaln could be
characterlized as having a relatlively narrow
range---political reactlons are generally predictable,
proportionate, reflect a mature outlook, and seldom go
beyond the accepted range of expectant behavlor. Libya, on
the other hand, exhlblts the perceptlon of a wlder rarge of
expectant behavior. Responses run the gamut from reasonably
assumed pellitical behavior to outright, unpredictable
terrorlsm to declared, open hostlilitles. In the case of
both Great Britaln and Libya, a dramatlic event happened that
changed thelr respective range of expectant behavlior---Great
Britain’s became wider because of the Falkland Islands
confllict; Libya’s became more narrow after the U.S. alr

attack on Its territory.
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In dealing In the intecnatlional arena, value lles In
cerrect!y assessing the political ranges of other countcies
for any period of time. Thls serves diplomatic relations
well and allows outstanding Issues to be resolved usually
wlithin the range of expectant behavior. Fallure to
accurately assess the political responsiveness of a nation
to 3 glven event has produced dlre consequences---even war:
Germany {n World War I and 11, Argentina in 1980, and Egypt

In 1967, to name a few.

The reactlon of one country to that of another should,
therefore, ordlnarily fall within lts range of expectant
behavior. Custom, internatlional! laws, and past behavior
greatly Influence, 1f not dlctate, the width of the range.
Dimensions, quantifled by the number of possible reactlons
to any glven event, are generally understood by all. In
fact, nations are dependent upon understanding,
appreclatling, and respecting these norms In order to conduct
dlplomacy. If all adhere to the disciplines of this

political discourse then there are few surprises.

Even |f a catastrophlc event occured---one that fell
outside the range of expectant behavlor---such.as the
bombing of Pearl Harbor In 1941---a response that was
expected and predictable should ndérmally result. Some may

say that glven the growing hosgstlle political relatlons
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between the U.S. and Japan, that a hostile act should, in
fact, have been anticlpated. 0On the other hand, the attack
was nct adequately antliclipated. Untlil it actually happened,
both the U.S. and Japanese governments contlnued to play a
diplomatic Intrigue. In response to the bomblng, the U.S.
reacted predlicablllity, forclbly, and as expected; the

1

hostile act was returned in kind---a state of war existed.

Although the actlon taken by Japan agalnst the U.S. was
beyonda the range of expectant behavlor, the U.S. response to
It was not. Responses of this type are similar to that of
other nations that have a capablllity to respond---generally
characterized as "tlt for tat." When somethlng happens out
of the ordlnary there I8 a tendency to return to the status
quo or the expectant behavlior range. Or to put It another
wvay, there |s a tendency to return to equlillbrlum. For
Instance, a pendulum ciock Is, as Dr. Lorenz would call It,
an "intransitlve system." It will swing rhythmlically untli!
1t |s dlsrupted by some ocutside force---a bump. It wlll
then swing wildly or slow down at the onset of an Influence
and exhliblt a pattern that is beyond the range of expectant
behavior. Soon after, however, |t wll] almost as rapldly
ceturn to |ts characterlistic, preclision rhythm. The
aberration, though not expected, only temporarlly dlscupts
the system. Classlcal sclence llke political sclience

-

expects harmony and strives to malntaln It.
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Explanatlons of most sclent!flc and political
sitLat!ions focus on effects that are regulated, predlictabhle,
and largely llnear. Glven an approximate knowledge of 3
system’s Init!al econdltlion and an understandling of the
natural laws that effect It, It |8 possible to calculate the
approximate behavior of the system. That 1s, small changes
produce sma!l effects and large changes produce large
effects such as the U.S. response to the bomblng of Pear)
Harbor. Embassy personnel deported by one country for
spylng result In an equal number deported from the other,
and so on. These actlcen reflect some general law of

propocrtionallty.

The sclence of chaos, on the other hand, addresses
occurrences where small changes result In gross effects.
There |ls essentlally a non-llinear relatlonshlp between
actlon and reactlion. Consequences of actlions (or
non-action, as the case may be) are represented In the
extreme talls of the normal distribution curve. Although
they seldom occur, they can and do. Thelr occurrence, |lke
the chaotlc behavior of the bumped pendulum clock, are
generally short-lived and are prone to return to a state of
equllibrlum or status quo. When results are determined to
be complex then there |g a tendency to search for complex
causes; however, when random relationships are suspected
between the Input and the output of a system, there Is an

assumptlon that randomness would have to be Incorporated
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'nto any realistic theory by "artificially adding noise"

(10Y, M aysewits refer2 ta thig a2 the foiction in wag-"the

force that makes the appacently eagy so dl€flcult" [111,

The sclence of chaos has one other Important aspect.
Unlike quantum mechanlics or polltlcal sclence, Chaos Theory
attempts to predict an outcome. Generally, the theory
provides that given a general clrcumstance or sltuatlon that
is near chaotic, any stimulus, however minor or routline,
however distant in relatjon toc the environment, Is llkely to
cause the sltuation to become even more chaotlc. The theory
also considers short bursts of chaos such as the pendulum
clock example or the eleven year cycle of intense solar
acth!ty. Both support short bursts of chaos separated by
long Intervals of regular behav!or... a return to

equllibrium. So even within chaos there |s ocder.

Dr. Edward Lorenz first began developing the Theory of
Chaos In the 1960’s. He constructed a computer weather
mode! that reduced the physlics of the atmosphere to a few
mathematlcal equations. These equatlons, temperature,
pressure, etc., were used to simulate weather. When Dr.
Lorenz attempted to repeat one forecast, however, he entered
data into the computer rounded off to three decimal places
re¢ther than the usual slx. The results were dramatlc.

They clearly dld not relate to the previous outcome. In the

Jjargon of Chaos Theory, the weather forecast displayed a
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"sensitive dependence on initi3l conditions"{(12). The
apparent minor change of rounding to three declmal places
rather than slx produced a major and total'y different
outcome. It 1s not lnconcelvable that thls phenomenon could
apply to politlcal sclence, as well, True Chaos Theory is
supported by complex mathematical formulas and references to
partial dimensions; however, political sclience current!iy
lacks this sophistication. As the sclience of Chaos
develops further there will undoubtedly be an effort to
assoclate the mathematics to all the sciences, polltical
science Included. For now, the basic theory wil] suffice to

evplaln the general assoclatlion with pollitical sclence.
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POLITICAL CHAOS

With regard to the pclitical setting on May 12, 1975,
extraordlnary and unprecedented events were evident.
President Nlxon, on the verge of Impeachment, became the
nation’s flrst deposed president by resigning nlne months
previously; John N. Mitchell, John D. Erllichman, and H.R.
Halderman, former high ranking members of the Nixon
Administration, were convicted and sentenced to
two-and-a-half to eight years In prison for thelr roles In
the Watergate cover-up; Robert C. Mardian was also convicted
and is glven a 10-month to three year sentence; worldwide
Inflation contributed to dramatic Increases In the cost of
fuel, food, and materiels; oll-producling natlons ralsed
prices, helghtening Inflatlon; economic growth slowed to
near zero In most |ndustrlalized natlons; Dow Jones stock
exchange Index fell to 663 In 1974, the lowest level since
1970; Salgon, In the aftermath of the United States’ flrst
milltary and political defeat, fell to the Communists twelve
days before the Mavaguez Incldent; and, Cambodla fell to the

Communists on!v twenty-nlne days earller. Preslident Ford
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became the Unltea Statea” firgt appolnted pres!ident 3nd
granted former Presldent Nixon a pardon for any criminal
affenses committed while In offlice---wldespread proteats
developed. The President later granted a limited amnesty to
Vietnam War draft evaders and m!litary deserters. These and
other events c¢ontributed to a polltical atmosphere within

the 1.5, nf self doupbt and susplcion.

As president, Ford was yet unproven as a leader.
Secretary of State Henry Kisslinger, lingecing In the falled
military and diplomatic resolutlion of Vietnam had falled to
secure a second dlsengagement of forces between Egypt and
Israel In the Sinail in March. The United States, |like most
other economles of the world, still suffered from the Impact
of the oll embargo of 1974. The status of the United States
as an economic and world leader was clearly at a low ebb
(13). Table | deplcts some of the major events of the

perlod.

Cambodla, too, was experlencing Internal turmoll. A
long and especlally violent war had Just been concluded.
Cambodlan Preslident Lon Nol fled besleged Phnom Penh before

the Communist takeover; the U.S. Embassy closed and the last

Americans left Cambodia. Khmer Rouge lnsurgents, flush with

thelr recent victory, set up headquarters In Phnom Penh.
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Taple 1
Signiflcant Events Prlor to the Mavaguez Incident
(1974 through mid=-1975)

wWorlawide inflation helped to cause dramatic increases |{n
cost cf fuel, food, and materials

Qil-piocucing nations boosted prices. heightening inflation

Economic growth slowed to near zeco ln most [nadustrlializea
rat.ons

Tecrcorism continued in Northecrn Iceiand and spreads to
Englandg

Tower of London and the Houses of Parliament were bombed
Greek-led Cypriot repels overthrew the govecnment

India became the sixth nation to explode a nuclear device
Maurice H. Stans, former U.S. Secretary of Commerce., became
the third member of the Nixon cabinet to be convicted of
violating campalgn laws during the 1972 Nixon re-election
campaign

John N. Mitchell, John D. Eriichman, and H.R. Haldeman,
senior-level members of the Nixon Administration, were
convicted and sentenced for their roles |ln Watergate.
Communist forces overran South Vietnam

Cambodian President Lon Nol fled bese{ged Phnom Penh before
Communlist takeover; U.S. Embassy closed

Unempioyment rate In the U.S. reached 9.2%, hlighest since
1941

Eastern Alrllines Jet crashed at New York’'s Kennedy
International Alrport---America‘’s worst domestic airline
crash

W.T. Grant stores, bllllons in debt, flled bankruptcy

New York Clty appealed to Federal government for cash to
avert default

Two assass|nation attempts were made on the life of
President Ford

U.S. ended two decades of mllitary lnvolvement In Vietnam
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The new government, though less than a month old,
attempted to establish lts natlionallsm and legitimacy by
renouncing Vietnam and Thalland claims to the Islands of
Tang, Poulo Wal and Rong Sam Lem and announcing a twelve
mile tercitorial 1Iimit. The 1slands located up to slixty
miles off the cocast of Cambodla, were claimed by Cambodia as
3 historlical right. Figure 2 shows the general location of
the Mavaguez during the crisis and the location of the
!gslands. An ongoling, sometimes hostile, dispute existed

between Cambodia and the natlonsgs of Vietnam and Thaltand.

The new Cambodlan government In Phnom Pehn also lacked
credibli!lity In the internatlonal! communlity. It had few
diplomatlc missions In other countries. Cambodla,
geographically located In a reglion of intense and prolonged

warfare, genulnely felt threatened by outside forces.

Cambodla’s population, weary of war, was adjusting to
the haraships of postwar. Peopie were forclbly relocated
from the cltles where there was safety durling the war to the
countryslide where there was more food. In short, the
Cambod!an government faced difflcult and unprecedented
times. Externally, the government faced outrage and
consternatlion about alleged atroclties conducted against Its

people durling the war. Internally, the government attempted

24




Figure 2
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Report of the Comptroller General of the United States,
“The Seizurs of the Mayaguez---A Case study of Crisis Management,

4 Ocober 1976, pags 64.
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to rebulld Its economy and to structucre its govecnment to

function in an Internatlional political environment

The circumstances !n evidence for the United States and
Cambodia in the mid-70’s had both contrasts and
simllaritles. The cespectlve s!tuations, though dlfferent,
shared a simllarity of belng considered extreme, even

chaotlc.

If the Theory of Chaos appl!les equally to polltics as
It does to the classlcal sclence, then the chaotlc polltical
conditlons that exlisted, could easlly be further exacerbated
by only a minor dlscord, |.e., the butterfly effect. Only a
catalyst was needed, one that would serve to catapult the
already wild U.S. political sltuatlon Into a temporary state

of chaos.

The enormous milltary power of the Unlted States
presented an especlally volatlile and dangerous sltuatlon to
the world. In Chaos Theory the use of milltary means to
solve an otherwl!se minor polltical problem cannot be ruled
out. Indeed, Clausewitz viewed war as, "a true polltical
instcument, a contlnuatlon of pollitlcal actlivity by other
means"(14). It iIs, "a part of man’s soclal exlistence"(1S5],
that “the only source of war |s polltics*(16). Impliclt In
his statements |s that war |ls an act of cholce; not “merely

added violence to perfldy*(17]. Regardless, hlstory
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vividlvy acocuments the use of militacry power as an elemen: of
politica! power even among civilized states. Many use war
often to further or protect nationa: :nterests. QOthers,

llke the [U.S.. have [nltlateq !t less often.

Wniie Cambodia had the m::itarv means 0 inflict hacm
to its own peopie, Without external hel!p, it lacked the
abpility to conduct a formidabie military capabiiity bevond
its territory. Its Inferioc military power, a few prooellecr
ariven aircraft and five U.S. manufactured patrolboats.
would be particularly inadequate agalinst that of the United
States---a case of the sparrow challenging the eagle.
Therefore, a real milltary response by Cambodla to be

conslidered a threat agalnst the U.S. would be improbable.

In response to a highly abnermal sltuatlion, one that
bordered on the extremes of possibilities, Chaos Theory
would prealct abnormal consequences. If applied to the
pollitical situatlion evident In mig-1975, the otherwise minor
incident |ljke the selzing of the Mavagyez. could, llke the
flapping of a butterfly’'s wings, produce a dramatic andg
unfortunate response. I[f the military might of the United
States was unleashed as a consequence of an otherwise mlnor
event such as the seizing of the Mavaquez.. the response
could be tragic. However. the response would not be
unexpected. TIime and clrcumstances were ripe for an

eventful happenling.
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The selizure of the {MavagueZ set [nto motlon 2 sSecles ot
events that produced a ma,or and uncharacterlistic response
by the United States---one that without the Theory of Chaos
cculd not have been expected. Flgure 3 represents a
graphlic portcaval of the relative domestic situation in
mia-1975. The selzure of the Mavaquez was within the range
of expectant behavior pbecause the action was not
extraordinary or exceptional. Selizures of U.S. ships by
foreign nations had occured before, but In those Incidences
the recovery had peéen handled as a routine matter through

diplomatic channels.
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THE SEIZURE

At 2:18 pm on May (2, 1975, a representatlive of the Sea
Land Service Corporation, located In Jakarta, Indonesla,
recelved a Mayday message from one of the company’s ships,
the Mavaguez. The ship had been sallling in the Gulf of
Thalland about sixty mlles from the Cambodlan coast elght
mi'les from Poulo Wai, one of the islands claimed by both
Cambodla and Vletnam. The Khmer Rouge forces maintalned a
garrison on Poulo Wal and took dlirect actlon to enforce the
newly announced 12-mille territorial sea limit. The United
States, aware of the actlive enforcement of what Cambodia
claimed as a sovereign rlight and aware, too, of recent
selzures of forelgn vessels, dld not regard the slituatlon
with great concern. Although the U.S. Defense Mapping
Agency Hydrographic Center has responsgliblliity for
broadcastling warnlings to U.S. shlpplng, It had not |ssued
any about Cambodlan actlions (18]. It would be two days
after the selzure of the Mavaguez before a warning to

mariners would be broadcast. Not -surprlisingly, Congress

30




soon made this apparent lapse in responsibility the subject

of a Congresslional Hearlng.

Information concerning Cambodian motivations prlor to
the first Natlonal Securlty Councll Meet!ng, held about
seven hours after news of the selzure was recelved |n
Wash!ngton, !ncluded the knowledge that:

1. Ten days prlor to the seizure Cambodla had seized

ard later released a group of Thal fishing boats.

2. Elght days previously, Cambodlan patrol boats had

flred upon and unsuccessfully attempted to capture a3

South Korean ship.

3. Six days earller, slx vessels fleelng from South

Vietnam and a South Vietnam government boat were seized

by Cambodia.

4. Five days earller, Cambodla had stopped, seized,

and searched a Panamanian ship. It was released 36

hours later.

5. Flve days previously, Cambodlan offlclals were

focusing interegt on controlling certaln outlying

Islands because of possible petroleum reserves.

6. Three days earller there was evidence that

Cambodia planned to enforce by selzing all forelgn

shlps, a 90 mlle terrclitorial 1imit (191,

With regard to the Mavagyez, Cambodian officlals later
clalmed that the ship was actually "“two and a half to three
miles from the island®” Instead of the eight mlles claimed by
U.S. authorlitles [(20). Also, that Unlted States observatlon
alrcraft had flown over Cambodla dally since the Communist
overthrow In April and that smal! boats carrylng Thal anrd
Cambodlan agents with U.S. radlo equipment and bombs had

been caught In Camhod!lan waters (21). U.S. authorlitles
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acknow'ledged the reconnalssance flights, but denied any
other intelligence activities involving ships. Suspiclons
apnut facelgn vezeels entering |ta3 territorial wvaters were
Justified and, for Cambodia, cause for alarm. It was these

suspicions that encouraged the Cambodlan seizure of the

Mavagyez.

The Mayday message recelived from the Mayaguez stated
that the ship had been flred upon and boarded by Cambod!an
naval forces and that |t was being towed to an unknown
Cambodlan port. Captaln Miller, Captaln of the Mavagquez,
later stated durling the hearings of the Subcommlttee on
Internatlional Polltlcal and Mllltary Affalrs that addressed,
"Selzure of the Mayaguez", that hls shlp was boarded by
seven armed lnsurgents and a young boy. The young boy
carrlied an elght-foot shoulder rocket launcher. Captaln
Miller also stated that none of the lnsurgents spoke any
English. In fact two days lapsed before any communicatlons

beyond hand slignals were possible,

President Ford called the Cambodlan seizure an "act of
plracy". The Cambodian government had a different view,
Ieng Sary, a Cambodian Deputy Premier, stated four months
later, the selzure was made by a local commander wlthout the
knowledge of the Phnom Penh Government (22). He further
stated that after hls government found out about the

Incident from an Amerlcan radlo broadcast, the local
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commander was "under [nstructions t¢ release the Mavaguez
Iimmeciately"[23). A publ!ic announcement to that effect was
made aover commerc'!al radlo and monitored by the U.3.

Before the local commander could act, however, U.S.
offlclals, reacting to the order from President Ford, had
already et Into motlon a mllitary pltan te recapture the

ship and !ts crew.

Carbodian forces had actually released the crew members
before the pltanned U.S. military action; however, some
senlor U.S. military offlclals clalm that this Informatlon
was naot properly dlssemlnated to decision makers untl) after
the military action was completed. Others claim that they
were aware of lt, but a declsion had been made to continue
with the milltary actlon for "demonstrat!lon purposes"([24).
Press Secretary Ron Nessen announced at a news brlefing on
May 14, 1975, the Presldent’s decislion to use "milltary
measures" to obtaln the release of the Mayvagquez and crew and
that operations would stop "promptly* once Cambodia Issued a
statement to release the crew members (25]. Ellzabeth
Holtzman, <(D-N.Y.)>, In a prepared statement to the
Internatlonal Polltical and Mliltary Affalrs Committee on

June 25, 1975 stated:

"On the basls of {nformation currently avallable, |t

appears that the Presldent’s chlef concern In this

matter was to make a show of -force In Asia, a show

pechaps prompted by a ceslire to obllterate the memory

of our defeat in Indochlna. Thils concluslon about

President Ford’s Intent is justlifled, |In the first
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place, by hlis tardy and uttec!y inadequate efforts at
securlng the release of the crewmen through dlplomacy.
Although he was repocted!y notléled of the selzure of
the Mavagquez at approxlmate!y 6:30 a.m. on March {2
(slc), the President dld not attempt to make
diplomatic contact with the Camtodian government unttl!
4:30 p.m., 10 hours later.

At no time dld Presldent Ford have any assurance that
Any message had been received by the Cambodlan
government before the invasicn and bombing began. In
fact, at no time did American authorities Initiate any
direct contact with Cambodlia, by radlo or otherwise.
Moreover, despite receiving a Cambodlan message
announcling the release of the Mavaguez as the lnvasion
was beginning, President Ford continued the Invasion
and walted more than an hour to creply"(26].

One can only guess the actual reason for the U.S.
delay In ceasing military action. Regardless of the
reagon, the selzure acted as a trlp wlicre. It set into
motion a gerlies of events that caused the Mayaguyez to become
the focal point of two natlons. One, the Unlted States,
consldered to be the mos- i-'lltarlly powerful natlon on
earth, had recently suffered a humt!lating pollitical fallure
In a cost!y and unpopular war. It had also suffered
empbarrassment over the Watergate scandal---convictlon of
senlor government offlclals, and a deposed president. The
other, Cambodla, had an unproven communist government that
was but three weeks old and had reached only a fraglile peace
with its people. These two unlikely nations, David and
Gollath, now clashed In a battlie of wllls over a ship...a
shlp with 40 Amerlcans aboard...a shlp that had been In the

wrong place at the wrong time. ’
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U.S. Army Calonel, 2ane Flnk'lesteln, lega' aduienrs ¢
the Chiirman, Jolnt Chiefs nf St1f¢, equated the se’-iyra
s tuation to "two blind men In 3 dark rnom 'ooking ¢far a
biack cat that wasn’t there"(27]. On the surface, the
situation appe~red to be routine, but for the U.S.,
uncertalnty about the real purpose of the selzure and a

stll] burn!ng embarcassment about recent challenges to its

leacdershlp, caused strong actlon to be taken qulck'y.




THE SHIP

Only when the Vietnam war broke out did the Mayvaguez
reach Its ful! potentlal as a contalnerized shilp. Its two
large on-board cranes, used to load and unload the ship’s
max imum load of 274 contalners, made It ideal to operate

from Aslan ports.

The Mavaguez salled with her forty crew members from
Hong Kong on the morning of May 7, 1975. Loaded with 184
35-foot and 40-foot contalners, she steamed to her
dest!lnation, Sattahlip, Thalland, at 12.5 knots.
Seventy-seven of the contalners carrled mlllitary supplles.
The others contained general cargo such as food, shoes,
furniture, and clothing (28). Neither the ship nor Its crew

were armed.

Captaln Mlller later told a congressional hearing panel
that the Cambodians had no way of knowing that the Mavaguez
was an Amerlcan ship because "we don’t fly the flag at sea".

Based on thlsg, plus the fact none -of the Cambodlans spoke

Engllsh |t appears the selzure of the Mavaguez was more of a
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target of opportunlity thar 3 de'igerzite attempt to embacrass

1 - " _
the [Inlrted States.

After *the ship was *taken, questjons immediately arose.
Wny hac the ship been taven? Was it !nvclved In any
\ntelligence gathering activitles for the UJ.S.? Or was It
Juat what [t appeared---an unarmed cargn ship under contract
to the U.S. government on a routine voyage in the Gulf of
T™atlland? Should the selzure be handled through diplomatlc
channels? How could the crew be saved? The princliple
isgsues the U.S. to took from a posltlon of strength were,
What’s happened?, Why did !t happen?, and What comes

next?(29].

Secretary of State Kissinger sald In a speech the
day afrer the selzure, "The Unlted States wlll not accept
harassment of [ts ships on international sea lanes" [30).
President Ford later sald that the Unlted States’ slow
reaction to the Pyeblo incident that began on Janvary 23,
1968 and the similarities of It to the Mavaguez crisls
provided a "benchmark" from which to proceed [(31).
Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger does not recall
President Ford talklng much about the Pyeblo, nor does he
remember it flgurlng In his own thoughts [32]. However, In
contrast to the selzure of the U.S. intelligence ship,
Pueplo, and the Gulf of Tonkln Incldent In August, 1964,

when North Vietnamese patrol boats allegedly flred on two
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IJ.S. destroyers, the Mavaqguez selzure dld not Involve 1.3,
Navy ships. It was a commerclia! ship of private U.S.
ounecshlip., Thlse fact made the Incldent more akln to the
selzure of an American tuna boat by Ecuador for flshing
within a claimed 200 mile 1imlt or of the U.S. selzure of a
Russian vessel for flshing with!in the U.S. clalmed 1imlit

than it d!d to a dellberate act of war.

For both milltary and commercial reasons, the United
States offlclally recognlzes territorial claims only up to
three mlles; however, |In the past It has claimed excluslive
Jurlsdictlon over mineral rlghtg as far as 200 mijles from
the ccast [33]. Only five days after the selzling of the
Mavaguez, the U.S. Coast Guard selized a Pollish flshing
trawler off the Callfornla coast for operatlng within the
12-mile fishing limit clalmed by the United States. The
sltuatlon was resolved, within the range of expectant

behavior, that s, In a court of law.

With regard to the Mavagyez, the central |ssues under
International law became the "right of passage" agalnst the
rlght to declare and enforce an economic terrlitorial limit.
A third factor addressed the right to Inspect a ship
suspected of engaging In a belllgerent actlion---spylng, of
making warllke actlons---or of disturbing any mlneral or
fishing rights clalmed by the natton. Or even when hosatlle

actions are not suspected, the right of a natlon to
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"inspect" shlps that transgress its claimed terrlitorial

Voleals
LS SN

As the Mavaguez situation stacted to unfold, more
questions arose. Presldent Ferd felt thar strong action h3g
to be taken. The National Securlty Councll agreed.

However, the lack of credlible informatlion about Cambodia and
its Intentions le€t the 1J.S. with few optlions and little
time. The ce3l crigls developed when [1.S. authnr'!t'!lec
"“realized there was nothling that we could do"(34). Some
actlon had to be taken. Along w!th the advice of the
Natlona! Securlty Councll and that of Dr. Kisslnger, who was
glven the crole of "preeminent hawk (35)," President Ford
assumed dlirect control of the sltuation and at the first
meet ing of the Natlonal! Securlty Councll, directed several

diplomatlec overtures to be taken [36]:

o] A publlc statement demandlng the Immedlate release
of the Mavaguez was released at 1:50 p.m., May 12.

This |s signlflcant for two reasons: the statement was
not |ssued untll! after the flrat meeting of the NSC and
10 hours after the selzure; and only included the
release of the ship and did not speclify the crew.

(Thls latter point Is particularly important. It was
the fallure of the Cambodlang to specifically mention

the crew when the release of the shlp was announced
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that Preslident Ford clited as Jjustiflcatlon €or

contlinulng the military action against Cambodia.)

c An attempt was made to deliver a message through

the People’s Republlc of China Llialson Office In
Washlington, D.C. to the Cambodlans at 4:30 p.m., May
12.

o An attempt to dellver messages to the Cambodlan
Embassy and the Forelgn Ministry of the People’s
Republlc of China In Pekling was made at 12:10 a.m., May
13. George Bush, later to become President of the

United States, was the U.S. Llaison Officer to China at

the time.

o The Unlited States formally sought the asslistance
0f U.N. Secretary General Waldhelm in securing the

release of the ship and crew between | and 2 p.m., May

14.

o} A response was made at 9:15 p.m. on May 14 to a
Cambod!an radlo broadcast that mllltary operatlons
would cease only when the Cambodlans stated they would

return the crew.

The diplomatic efforts dlirected by President Ford to
resolve the crisl!s were heavlly critliclzed as only token
efforts and lacking In good falth. It was generally felt

that Insufficient time had been allowed for diplomatic

40




A

resolutlion. Even before the mi!'itary 3ss3.'t begar,
Congress evpressed cancern about the uge of diplomacy as the
preferced course of actlon. Senator Robert Taft Jr. (P -
Chio) urged that the Unlted States "try all klnds of
sanctlons before recsorting to forece". Senator Hubert
Humphrey (D - M}nn) urged the government to "stop, lock and
'Isten" before it resorts to force". And Senator Jacob
Javits (P - H.Y.) sald that Amerlicans should "keep our
shirts on and see 1|f they return the ship" [37). Others in
Congress shared President Ford’s outrage and pushed for
direct m!litary Intecvention., WIith little else to go on,
Congressmen generally expressed fears of getting Involved In

anything that resembled a another Vietnam and equated the

slituatlon to that of the Gulf of Tonkln Incldent.

b N
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CHAIN OF COMMAND

Once the crisis began, Presldent Ford became the focal polnt
for decislon making. He was both a fill-In Vice President then a
flll-in President. Former Presldent Johnson characterized him as
someone who "could not walk and chew gum at the same time (38]."
Preslident Ford undoubtedly saw the selzure both as a personal
challenge as a former Navy offlcer and as a possib.e opportunlty
to establish his pollitical credentials. The fact the followling
year was a presidential election year and there was obvious
political gain to be had could not have been missed as well.
More fundamentally, the Mavaguez Incident offered Ford a chance
to erase some of the memorles of the evacuatlion of Salgon by
helicopters. It offered him a chance to demonstrate the
leadership to be President. As the minorlity leader of the House
of Representatives during the Vietnam confllict, Ford had been
outspoken and always called for stronger measures (39). Now he

had hls chance to act.

With regard tc Presidentlal micromanagement, Preslident

Ford’s deep Involvement In the Mayaguez incldent ranks at the
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very top of a list of previous and subsequent mlllitary actlons

that lncludes Belrut, Grenada, and Panama (40)

PRESIDENTIAL INVOLVEMENT

SPECIAL .

TRUST AND
CONFIDENCE INTEREST ATTENTION MICROMANAGEMENT

GRENADA LIBYAN PERSIAN
GULF ROLLING
SINAI LIBYA FON LIBYA FON AIRSTRIKE :
PEACEKEEPING (1981) (1986) (1986) - J;IUNDER
PANAMA  LINEBACKER gvacuaTion MAYAGUEZ
Table 2 (1989) d974) |
Others withln President Ford’s advisory councll, to include

Secretary of Defense Schleslnger, Secretary of State Kissinger,
and actlng Chalrman of the Jolint Chlefs of Staff, Alr Force
General Jones (General George S. Brown, the chairman, was In
Europe on officlal business), saw a challenge to American power
and to the princlple of freedom of the seas. Clearly, the
Incident provided a chance to demonstrate the mllitary
establ ishment’s competence, and as a consequence, to lift
milltary and publlic morate. Kissinger may have had a deeper,
more personal interest. He, more so than anyone else, was
closely lilnked to the fall of Salgon a few weeks earller. So,
the president and hils primary advisors, appeared to be primed for
. the strong response that followed. They were unlted in their

effort.

The particlipants differed slightly durlng the various
meetings of the National Securlty Councl! (NSC>, but generally

Included:
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Preslident

Vice Presldent

Secretary of State

Secretary of Defense

Director, Central Intellligence Agency

Deputy Secretary of State

Deputy Secretary of Defense

Asslistant to the President for National Security Affalrs
Acting Chalrman, Joint Chlefs of Staff, General David Jones
Assistant to the President, Donald Rumsfeld

Deputy Assistant for National Securlty Affairs

Senlor NSC Staff Offlcer for East Asla, Richard Smyser
Counselor to the Presldent, John Marsh

Counselor to the President, Robert Hartman

At the time of the crlislis, Henry Klssinger held both the
post of Secretary of State and Assistant to the Presldent for
National Security Affalrs. At each NSC meeting, the Deputy
Secretary of State presented the views of the Department of State
whlle Dr. Klssinger acted as Assistant to the President for

Natlonal Securlty Affalrs (41].

As for the declslion making process, President Ford followed
an established procedure: he |istened to optlons suggested by the
other members of the Natlonal Securlty Councll; consulted with
them and recelved assurances that the Information was current and

correct, made his decision; and, lastly, he conferred further
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with the National Securlty Councll, presenteda the ratlonale for
hls decislion, and sought concurrence. "In every instance, the

answer was unanimous agreement to every declsion (42).

Milltary orders were then |ssued from Presldent Ford
through Lleutenant General Scowcroft, the President’s Deputy
Assistant for Natlonal Securlty Affairs, to Secretary of Defense
Schlesinger, General David C. Jones to the Commander-in-Chlef
Pacific (CINCPAC)>. CINCPAC had planning and operaticnal

responsibllity for the entlre operatlon,

The Natlional Securlty Council met a total of four times
during the crisis. The first meetling, about seven hours after
Washington received notice about the selzure, was on Monday, May
12th at noon. The meeting lasted forty-flive minutes. The second
meeting was the following day. It started at 10:30 and lasted
one hour. The third meeting was held the night of May 13th at
10:40 p.m. It lasted about two hours. The flinal meeting was
held on the afternoon of May 14th at 3:52 p.m. That meeting

lasted untll S:40 p.m.

As indicated in Flgure 4, CINCPAC, located In Hawall,
exercised dlifferent control measures over each of the services.
There was no centrallzed milltary command authority over all the
gservices. The local U.S. commander, an Alr Force general, was

directed by CINCPAC to develop the plan for the rescue operation.
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Control by CINCPAC over Naval operations was through
the CINCPAC Fleet and the 7th Fleet. Signlflcantly,
CINCPAC Fleet exerclsed no operational control (QOPCON> over
the participating naval units---the U.S.S. Holt, the U.S.S.
Wllson. and the Coral Sea Group. CINCPAC Fleet’s mission
was to trailn, equlp, provide, administer, and di!scliplline the
naval forces involved. Its job was to support, not to

fight.

Marines would normally come under Navy control.
However, once the Marlne Task Group arrlved in the
"Mavaguez" theater of operations, It came under the control
of the U.S. Alr Force commander based in Thalland. This
local U.S. command controlled all Marine forces once the

operation began.

Contrecl of the alr forces was not as awkward. The
Commander, 7th Alr Force and the local U.S. commander were
the same individual. Once orders were recelved from CINCPAC
they were passed to the operational wings by the Commander.
7th Alr Forceslocal U.S. commander. Command authorlty was

not an |ssue with the Alr Force.

Finally, the alrborne battlefleld command and control
center, was essentlally a communications link. It had no
real authority of Its own. It merely relayed Informatlon
and attempted tc understand and Influence the combat

gltuation as |t developed. Since the plan called for the

47




alrborne battlefleld command and control center to orblt In
an about ninety nautlical mlites from Koh Tang, th!s was not

an easy task,

During the operation, radlo llnks brought the sounds of
the assauit wave to the White House and to the Pentagon.
President Ford could hear the hellcopters and the “plngs" of
bullets from Khmer Rouge rifles (43]. The rapidity of
communications did have one undesirable feature---|t
encouraged central lized declsion making. In fact, during
the incident, the communicatlions network was utlllized by the
president to exercise direct control over the use of
milltary force. For example, the communicatlions capabllity
allowed Presldent Ford to declde whether to attack a vessel
headlng toward the Cambodian malnland which was suspected of

carrylng Mavaquez crew members.

Later, he was able to cancel and then relnstate the
initial alr strikes agalinst Kompong Som (44]. The
president, In fact, had better communications than the U.S.
commanders in the vicinlty of Tang Island durling the combat
operations. This was In splte of the use of an on-scene
C-130 communicatlons relay alrcraft. At the operational
level, the lack of radio interoperabllity posed a major
problem for controllling the forces and understanding the

sltuation as It unfolded.
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Communlcations normally follow the same channels as the
chain of command In military operations. However, the lack
of rellable communications within the combat area and the
relatlively good communicatlions between the combat forces and
wWashlngton D.C., allowed, if not encouraged, active
particlipation by personnel in Washington. There was a
communlications and, by inference, a control vold to flll.
It was fllled. The ablllty to monitor and communlcate wli:h
the combatants from Washlington minimized opportunities for
local commanders to take total controi. In aaditlon, the
likellhood of questlioning declsions made by Washington were

for all oractlical purposes eliminated.

Within the State Department problems were also evident.
Lower level offlcers with long experience |In Cambodlia were
excluded from contributing or otherwise participating In the

crisis management [(45]. President Ford,

"seems to have struck In Southeast Asi{a not as a last
resort after exhaustlve diplomacy, not in some
genuinely Informed calculus of the adversary’s
intentions, but by what must have been a largely
intuitive Jjudgment that he had no other cholce" (461,
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War Powers Act

Passed over President Nixon’s veto In November 1973,
the War Powers Resolution attempts to restrict the
president’s authority to involve the U.S. In armed conflict
or In situations likely to Involve such conflict. It was
passed In response to the U.S. Involvement in the Vietnam
War. The act explicitly requires the President to report to
Congress, within forty elght hours of their deployment, any
comm|tment of troops to actual or Imminent hostilitles or
any Introduction of troops into he terrltory, alr space, or
waters of a forelgn nation while they are equlpped for
combat. The act further requires that the President consult
with Congress prior to so acting. Congress |s required to
approve or disprove the contlnued use of troops within sixty
days of thelr commitment. If Congress falls within sixty
days (or nlilnety days |f the President certlfles that troop
safety requires the added time) the contlnued use of the

forces, the President must withdraw them.

Although President Ford notlfled Congress |n accordance

with the War Powers Resolution, he did so only In
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"accordance with my desire that Congress be lnformed on this
matter"(47). There has was a reluctance of Preslident Ford
and President Nixon before him, and Preslident Carter after
him, to full accept the requirements of the War Powers
Resolution. Speclial reluctance has been over adhering to

the "consgsultatlion" provision.

Although Presidenl Ford made indirect contact with
congressional leaders several times throughout the crisis,
accordlng to several Senate leaders, the letter of the law
was not upheld. Senator Mlke Mansfleld of Montana sald, "I
was not consulted. I was notlfled after the fact about what
the Administration had already declided" (48].

Representative John B. Anderson of Iilinols, the
third-ranking Republlcan In the House, sald he was
disappolnted that Mr. Ford had done no more than "callling up
and saylng here’s what we’ve declded" [(49). Consultation
with Congress occurred at 2:30 a.m.---four hours before the
advanced notiflcation would have explired under the terms of
the War Powers Resolution. Whatever the polltlical
rhetorlic, Presldent Ford’s actions avolded a legal

confrontation with Congress.

The followling documents the varlous contacts made by
the President, hl®s staff, and executlve branch officlals

with Congress durling the uaxggugz'crlsls {S01:
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May 13 (5:50 p.m.~-11 p.m.)> The President directed that
White House staff offlcers contact ten House and eleven
Senate Members regarding the planned mllitary measures
to prevent the Mavaquez and |ts crew from belng
transferred to the Cambodian mainland. The actlion was
also desli!gned to prevent Cambodlan relnforcements of
Koh Tang Island where the Marlne assault was to take

place.

May 14 ¢11:50 a.m.-12 noon)> 1i House and 11 Senate
Members were notlifled that three Cambodian vessels had
been sunk and four others damaged. Thls actlon was
taken to prevent removal of the Mavaquez crew to the

malnland of Cambodla.

May 14 (2 p.m.-S p.m.) Deputy Asslistant Secretary of
State for East Aslan and Paclflc Affairs and Deputy
Ass|stant Secretary of Defense for International
Securlty Affalrs briefed the House International
Relatlons Committee on the status of the crisis.

Other briefings were made by the Legal Advisor, Offlce
of Chalrman, Jolnt Chlefs of Staff and the Natlonal
Intelligence Offlcer for South and Southeast Asla,

Central Intelligence Agency.

May 14 (6:30 p.m.) The congressional |eadership was
personally briefed by the Preslident about his specific

orders for the recapture of the ship and crew.
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Although the War Power Resolutlion speclflcally says
that "the President |In every possible instance shall consult
wlith Congress before Introducling U.S. armed forces into
hostlilities or Into sltuatlions where Imminent involvement In
hostllitles |Is clearly lndicated", the wording left room for
interpretation: it |s qualifled by the phrase "|In every
possible Instance" and the word "consult" |s not defined.
The wording also leaves unanswered, the manner by which the
Preslident Is to “consult' with Congress. For the most part,
President Ford "consulted" through his staff to the

Congressional leaders.

Once the crisis was over, congressional dlscussions
about President Ford’s compllance or non-compllance wlth the
requirements of the War Powers Resolutlion were not
particularly harsh nor prolonged. The apparent success and
the short duratlion of the commitment of military forces
undoubtedly had something to do with limiting congressional
concern. Even when brliefed personally by the President the
day before the assault, there was no objectlon expressed by
the congressional leadership. The majority of congressmen
halled the President for the qulck, dec.sive daring of the

operatlon; only a few asked whether he exceeded his

authority.




THAI REACTION

The milltary plan to retake the Mavagquez and free |ts
crew required the use of nearby forces. Suffliclent forces
were not avallable in nearby Thalland, the planned staging
area. So plans were made to fly ground forces to Thalland.
Premler Kukrit Pramoj of Thalland stated that |f the U.S.
mliltary assault force, 1000 U.S. Marlnes, came to Thailand
then Thalland, "cannot be friends with the United States any
more {S51)." U.S. diplomatic and milltary officlals in
Bangkok refused to comment regarding the prime minister’s

proclamation.

On the morning of May 13, 1975 at the second NSC
meeting, |t was announced that the Thal Prime Minister had
emphasized that Thalland would not permit use of lts bases

for U.S. actlon agalnst Cambodla.

The U.S. Charge d’Affalrs Informed the Thal Government
that the Unlted States would Inform It before Initlating any
actlon involving U.S. planes based In Thalland. It was

then reported by the U.S. Charge d’Affairs In Thalland to
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the Secretary of State, that the U.S. should "play by the

rules" or stand to lose Thal support and cooperatlion (52).

With!n six hours after the seconda NSC meetlng, the
Chairman, Joint Chlefs of Staff directed that two Marine
platoons from the Phillpplines, and a Marine battallon from
Oklinawa be moved to Utapao, Thailand Alir Base. The Thal
Government promptly protested this actlon pending arrival of

the U.S. Marines.

U.S. Marines arrived In Thalland the next day. The
Premler charged that the arrlival of the marines violated
Thai sovereignty and that the troops were to leave Thajland
immediately. In a diplomatic message to Presldent Ford,
Prime Minister Khukrit Pramoj wrote the followlng:

"...The Thal Government consliders that this actlon (the

arrival of the Marines) by the United States Government

ls not consistent with the goodwi!! exlsting between

Thalland and the Unlted States, and uniess these

forces which have entered agajnst the wishes of the

Thal Government are wlthdrawn immedlately, the good

relations and cooperation ex!sting between the Thalland

and the United States would be exposed to serlious and

damagling consequences” [53],

The U.S. lgnored the Prime Minister’s demand and the
troops left Thalland only after the milltary operation had

been concluded two days later.

On May 19, 1975, U.S. Charge d’Affalrs Edward Masters
delivered to the Foreign Minister of Thalland, Chatchal

Choonavan In Bangkok, a diplomatic note. It stated that:
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"The United States regrets the misunderstandings that
have arlsen between Thalland and the Unlted States In
regard to the temporary placement of marines at Utapao
to assist in the recovery of the S.S. Mavaquez. The
Unlted States wishes to express |Its understanding of
the problem caused the Royal Thal Government..."(54)
The U.S. Embassy iIn Thalland reported the view that |f
U.S. Marlnes were withdrawn speedily, U.S. relations wiTl umuﬂﬂ\

eventually recover from the Mavaguez crisis.

A search of all unclass!|fled publlshed sources falled
to substantiate a statement by Ron Rowan In his book, The
Four Davs of Mavaguez, that “privately", Thalland had
glven Its concurrence to the staglng of the marines In
Thalland [(S5]. Mr. Rowan cltes a private conversatlon wlth
President Ford as one of his sources for his book. His
concluslion carrlies with It the following: U.S./Thal
relatlons remalned strong after the crlislis; Thalland,
suffering an uneasy relationship with its Aslan nelghbors,
was naturally hesitant about openly welcoming U.S.
involvement; and, Thalland was able to reap the dividends of
being a protected U.S. ally. In addition, Thalland and

Cambodia relations were stralned over the disputed islands.
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The Cost

The captaln and thilrty-nine crewmen of the Mavagquez
were freed. Of the one hundred seventy-nlne marlnes who
participated in the operation, flfteen were killed during
the assault, three others were missing and presumed dead,
and another twenty-three lost thelr llves In a related
helicopter crash in Thalland. Fifty addltional marlnes
were wounded (S6). Reportediy, the Cambodlan death toll was
at 25 (57).

Two other factors are worthy of mentlon: the use or
riot agents by the Unlted States; and, the use of a 15,000

pound bomb, the BLU 82, on Tang Island.

President Ford authorl!zed the use of rlot control
agents at the first meeting of the NSC. They were
authorlized In an effort to recover the ship and crew.
However, gas agents were used at least twice: the first time
to stop a Thal vessel from reachling the Cambod!an malnland
with the crew of the Mavaguez on It. This operation was

unsuccessful. Secondly, gas was used when the Marines
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assaulted the Mavaguez during the combat assault. This
operatlion was not needed as the ship was empty. The use of
gas, though Iineffectlve, did beg questions about the

rationale for lts use.

wWhen asked about riot control agents and the possible
violation to the Geneva Protocol that prohibited the use of

gas, the Department of Defense offered the following:

"The United States has ratlfled the Geneva Protocol of
1925, but In our view that Protocol does not extend to
the use of riot control agents.

In ratifying the Geneva Protocol, the Preslident
announced that the United States would, as a matter of
natlonal pollcy, renounce the flrst use In war of riot
control agents except thelr use, upon approval of the
Presldent, In defenslve millitary modes to save lives,

such as thelr use |n rescue mliasions In remotely
Isolated areas.

The use of riot control agents In the Mavaguez Incident
was speclflcally authorlzed by the President, and was
deemed necessary to facllitate the rescue of the
Mavagyez crew In an area which at that moment was
remotely |solated from U.S. forces. Accordingly, the
actlon was conelistent with U.S. policy in the use in

war of riot control agents.* (58)

The use of BLU 82, commonly called the "Dajiseycutter",
was also questioned. The bomb, the largest non-nuclear bomb
in the U.S. arsenal, was developed durlilng the Vietnam
conflict for blasting out landing zones from thick Jungle.
Dur!ng the Mavaaiez Incldent, |t was dropped on Tang Island
as the last of the Marlines were evacuating the Island after
the assault. Purportedly, |t was dropped to el iminate enemy

weapons fire that could not be suppressed by other means.
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Three BLU 82 bombs were avallable and ready for use
during the Marline assault. A decision by the Marline Task
Group Commander before the assault allowed that the BLU 82
would not be used unless |ts use was specliflcally requested
by the on-the-ground assault commander. He never requested
lts use. He was not informed that a decislion had been made
to drop the bomb nor had he requested |ts use at any time.
An ingquiry into the Mavaquez Incldent determined that "“the
decision to use the weapon was probably made in Washington"
(S9)1. The use of this extremely lethal weapon agalnst

Cambodlan forces cannot be justifled for military reasons.

In all, the use of rliot control agents and the BLU 82
bomb served no useful purpose except to further support the

perceptlon of chaos and lts consequences.
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INTELLIGENCE

Intelllgence was faulty. The Central Intelllgence
Agency (CIA) and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)
provided wldely varylng and contradictory analysis. The
milltary operatlon called for marlnes to assault Tang
Island. One thousand marines had been placed in Thalland as
a "ready reserve" for that purpose. One hundred and
seventy-five were thought to be sufficlent. Thls number was
deemed an acceptable risk. It was also In accordance with
marine doctrine which calls for an Inltlal three to one
superior.ty over enemy troops. Colnclidentally, the number
was also the approximate number of troops that could be

carrled by the maximum avallable hellcopters.

The number of enemy forces on Tang Isliand was based on
an Inltlal CIA estimates that placed the enemy strength at
about 20 lrregulars and thelir familles (601). DIA, however,
est imated the enemy strength to be as high as 200 Khmer
Rouge soldiers armed wlth automatic weapons, mortars, and

recollless rifles [61). Thls latter est|mate proved to be
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very accurate---but |t was not pelleved. The reasons for
the signiflicant discrepancy between estimates are not
contalned In unclassiflied sources; however, they can be
assumed: responsibility was credited to DIA for the
lnaccurate estimates of Vliet Cong and North Vietnamese
forces during the recently concluded Vietnam War; therefore,

there may have been a reluctance to belleve DIA again.

The Marline Ground Commander later reported the
estimated enemy strength at about "150 professlional
soldlers, well-equlpped with small arms, machine guns,
recollless rlfles, and mortars" (62]. For reasons unknown,
the earller DIA estimate was not made known to him. This
ratlo of marines (175) to enemy forces (150) was not In
accordance with corps doctrine, but because of the nature of
the operation and the expectation of initlal surprise, It

constlituted an acceptable rlsk.

During the combat assault the marines discovered
that the Mavaguez crew actually were never on Tang Island.
The crew had been taken from the ship when It was selzed,
to the mainland and subsequently to Rong Island, some 30
miles from the actlon~--almost 24 hours earller (63]1. This
Informatlon should have been known, but because of faulty
Intellligence, It was not. Alr reconnalssance was avallable
but lts effectlveness was diminished because of the dense

-
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vegetation on Tang Island. Photos of the !sland were

taken, but they too proved to be of little value.

Intelllgence sufflclent to conduct an assault on Tang
Island was |imited. All avallable Cambodlan refugees |n
the Utapao Alr Base area were located and queried about the
Island. One former Cambodlan naval officer, who said he
had been on the lIsland some time before the crisis, alleged
that there would probably be no more than twenty to thirty
people on the Island with no organized regular units there
(64). The fact there were no tactlcal maps avallable
compounded the problem (65]. Glven the high U.S. presence
In Southeast Aslia, particularly in nearby Vietnam, the lack

of maps of the general area as almost Implausiiv'e.

One U.S. Alr Force RF-4 alircraft was allowed to fly 16
reconnalssance fllghts over Tang Island to take pictures;
however, It was limited to above 6,000 feet because of
possible hostlle flre. A total of S000 to 6,000 plctures
were taken. Significantly, of 1,000 pictures taken at
about the time the flshing boat reached Kompong Som near the
Cambodlan mainland,, several showed a "flshlng boat with
approximately 29 possible people on deck." Thls same boat
had "probable boxes" and drums or barrels In front of the
pllot house. The boat from which the crew was eventually
recovered also, had drums or barrels In front of the pllot

house. The crew later conflirmed that they had been taken to
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Kompong Som harbor by a Thal flshlng boat (66]. Had the
photo analyst been Instructed to look for possible
caucaslans, the crew may have been spotted on the fishing
boat and the attack on Tang Island avolded. This
observatlon was made In the Comptroiler General’s report

atter the crisls and after examlining the flim taken {(87].

A U.S. Alr Force drone |s an unmanned alrcraft equlpped
with high resclutlon cameras, It was not used for
intelligence gathering, though it was avajlable. Speclally
equlpped to take photographs at low altitudes In a hostlle
environment, the use of the drone was rejected because: at
least 24 hours are required to make it operational; the alr
space was already saturated with other alrcraft; and, the
drone’s fllght route must be preprogramed and works best

agalnst statlonary targets (681].

The intelllgence passed to the Presldent and the NSC
was equally poor. As the varlous intelllgence agencles
attempted to acquire the most current and accurate
Information, Information was often passed before It could be
verlfled and authentlcated. Some crlitical, and as It turned
out, accurate, [ntelllgence about the number and
capabllities of the forces on Tang Island never reached the
assault force. It dliffered with other offlclal Intel!lgence
sources. Thils led to contradictory Intellligence

cecommendations. As a consequencé. poor declslons resulted.
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In his book, [Leaders and Intelljgence, Dcr. Michael
Handel states, "The flirst major dlfference {(between hlghest
pollitical strategic level and those on the ogerational or
lower level) is that decislons and Intelligence estimates at
the hichest politlical and strategic level are seldom
produced under pressure of time because they are mailnly
concerrned with long-range trends" (69.:. This statement |s
certainly true witn regard to planned operations and to the
probabillistic range of expectant behavior. However, a
danger arlses when a senicr political leader, such as the
President, becomes dlirectly - 2lved In tactlcal declislons.
Dr. Handel agrees that bec.. - of the very nature of crisls
management, when a political leadeir becomes Intimately
Ilnvolved In operational detalls, he can be inclined to make
decisions based on operatiocnal Intelligence and locose sight
of strateglic objectives. Clausewitz comments:

In (tactics), one |s carrlied away by the pressures of

the moment, caught up ln a maelstorm when reslistance

would be fatal, and, suppressing Inciplent scruples,
one presses boi!dly on. In strategy, the pace |s much
slower. There |8 room for apprehenslons, one’s own and
those of others; for objectlons and remonstratlions and,

In ~onsequence, for premature regrets (70).

Cperational or tactlcal Intellligence, because of Its
perishable nature, requires a quick, declisive determlination
for its use. Usually, the polltical leader |s In the worst
position to use |t effectively. There |13 a milltary
perception that pollticlans should not Invoive themselves

the operational detalls. Churchllil, the First Lord of the
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Admlralty and "meddl!lng clvillan" was, after all, sacr!flced
after the dlsastrous Dardanelles campaign of 191S. He had

thrust the campalgnh upon a "somewhat uneager staff"(71]
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RESULTS

The success of the rescue operatlon can be debated.
Although the captalin and the 39 crewmen were returned and
the shlp recovered, an equal number of Amerlican marlines were
kllled and a greater number were wounded durling the
operation. President Ford and the military were praised for
the declislive and deliberate action to rescue the ship and
crew. However, |f the goal of the exercise was to Improve
U.S. morale, then the exerclise was Indeed successful. In a
Gallup Opinion Poll, conducted June, 1975, President Ford’'s
popularity improved from 39% before the Mavaguez Inclident to
Si1% after (72). Decislon Research Corporation dlrectly
addressed Ford’s handling of the Mavaguez affair. The poll
showed that 75% approved. "The success generated a moral
upllft for the Amerlcan people, restored a bellef In
Amer ican credliblility, and demonstrated a strategic resolve

worthy of a great power*(73]).

Indirect affects were also In evidence. They, too,
reflect an apparent success. Capltalizing on the success of

the rescue, President Ford made his flirst visit to Europe as
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Presldent of the Unlted States three weeks after the crisls.
The visit Included a summlt wlith NATO heads of government,
talks on the Middle East with Egyptlian President Sadat, and
meetings with the governments of Spain and Jtaly:
“Mr. Ford’s travels come at a pregnant tlime. He
leaves an America somewhat doubtful about lts world
role as it absorbs the sudden, final collapse in
Indochlina. He faces a Western Europe hungry for
reassurance, but agalin somewhat doubtful of America‘’s
present will and capaclity to back up that reassurance."
[74]
In response to a question about the value of hils
handl ing of the Mavaguyez Iincldent In reassurlng Europe of
America’s resolve, President Ford said,
*] am sure that both domestically In the Unlted States,
as well as woriawide, the handllng of the Mayvaguez
incldent shouid be a firm assurance that the Unlted
States is capable and has the will to act Iin
emergencles, in challenges. I think thls |s a clear,
clear indlcation that we are not only strong but we
have the will and the capablllity of moving." {75]
Other !ndlrect repercussions Included a defeat in the
House of Representatlives of an amendment that would have
forced withdrawal of 70,000 U.S. military personnel on a
worldwlde pasls. Senator Mlike Mansfield publlcly stated
that (because of the Mavaguez incldent) he was reassessing
his positlion regarding support for the troop withdrawal and
wondered !f It was not the tilme to perhaps keep America’s
strength overseas. Thls position was echoed by Congressman

O’Nelll of Massachusetts [76].

Internationally, the retaqug of the Mavaguez caused

few repercussions except within the Communist community.
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Deputy Premier Teng Hslao-plng, Chief of Staff of China’‘s
Armed Forces |Is quoted as saying even before the U.S.
action, "If the U.S. Intervenes, there i2 nothing we can do"
(77]. Pravda. the offlcial Communlst news agency, stated
that the American ship seizure was well within {nternational
waters (78). This Implled that the U.S. actlons were
Justifled. However, the Thal government formally protested
the use of its territory by the U.S. forces. An Amerlcan
embassy officlal in Thalland remarked, "It was a ham-handed
operatlon. It would seem that no one |n Washington gave any
thought to the Thal feellngs“(79). Regardless, the event

dld not appea:r to have any lastling negative effect.

If, on the cther hand, the U.S. actlon was to serve
notice to the rest of the world that the U.S. would and
could respond to protect its [nterests, the success may not
be as obvious. As a Thal offliclal put lt: "The Amerlcans
have shown that they will respond when an Amerlican ship is
in trouble. That |s hardly any comfort to us because we are

an Independent natlon, not an Amerlcan shlp"(80].

The decision-making process has also been caliled Into
question. The President was criticlzed by members of
Congress for hls handling of the crisls. Senator Robert C.
Byrd of West Virginia, the Senate Democratic whip, voiced
the concern of some members of Congress over what he

characterized as "the fallure to ask as least some of the
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leaders to partliclipate in the declslon-maklng process" (81).

Others may wonder why the Presldent would be =2 iIntimately

involved in the tactlcal planning and declslon mak)ng

process.




SUMMARY AND APPLICATIONS

In relating the decisions and the actions taken pv the
J.S. government in the Mavaguez crisis to the unique
national ana international envicronment and the Theory of
Chaos, there is ample evidence to suggest that a
reiationshlip exists. But, before too much |8 drawn from
this concluslon, it Is Important to note that Chaos Theory
re..es on the environment of the time, not the crilsis
itge!f, to function. Unlike other models, Chaos Theory does
nor depend on blocs, capabliities or speclal relationships
among nations to explain actions. Nor does it dlfferentlate
petween large and small nations. The satlisfying aspect is

that [t allows antlclpatlion or prediction.

With regard to the unigue case of the Mavaguez. the
unique environment In which It was gset lends its

congequences to support Chaos Theory.

The complex and highly unusual! natlonal ana
international setting Iin the mid-70's that presented an

polltical climate In the U.S. of uncertainty:
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the technological capabilities that allowed the
Preslident to actively monltor the on-golng combat
operatlons and thereby encouraged a centrallized

decigsion maklng;

the lack of rellable intelllgence which encouraged
declsion makers to belleve the |ntelllgence that best
supported the desired course of actlon and lgnore

Intelligence to the contrary;

the President’s cursory acknowledgment and token
adherence to the War Powers Resolutlion that minimlzed

Congressional jnput into the decislion making process;

the bomblng of the Cambod!an malinland that begged
questions of necessity and real purpose and violated

the unwrltten code of proportlonallty:

the early authorlzation by the President on use of riot

agents;

the "Washlington declision* to drop the BLU 82, the

largest non nuclear bomb In the U.S. arsenal; and,

the apparent desire by Washlington to "punlsh" the

Cambod! ans

The reactions by the U.S. suggests a behavior that goes
beyond that expected of a ratlona[ and polltically mature

nation. They went beyond the "range of expectant behavior*
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that had been In evidence pricr to the inclident. The
reaction, particularly with regard to the dropplng of the
BLU 82, was not proportlonal to the situatlon. In fact the
reaction |Is blas toward polltlcal chaos; a reaction, glven
the environment of the time, that Chaos Theory predicts in

such clrcumstances.

The events of May 1975, widened the "range of expectant
behavior" for the United States. Flgure S reflects this
change. No longer would a mlilitary reaction by the U.S. to
a world event be totally unexpected. A degree of
uncertalnty has been {ntroduced for the future. Indeed, a
U.S. precedence had been set. The later excurslon Into
Grenada, the rald lntc Libya, and the lnvasion of Panama
serve to highllight the fact that once a precedence has been
set, simllar actlons are more apt to happen. Nelther the
world nor the U.S. Congress reacted as violently or as
surprised to these events as they did to the violent and

destructive U.S. response to the Mavaguez crisis.
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The U.S. reaction to the selzure of the Mayaguez can be
explalned in many ways. Thlis paper suggests that the
appllcation of the Theory of Chaos |s one way. Other
theories can also serve to explain the events. 1In
hindsight, they like Chaos Theory, are as accurate. Their
shortcoming then, 18 that, unllike Chaos Theory, they do not

pretend to predict.

Flogure 6 deplcts model of crisls management. Wlithln
the time a crisis develops and untll the time actlon is
taken, certaln factors become important. Ideally, such
factors as lntelligence, forces, weather, etc., reach
maturity at the time a course of action is Inltlated.
Because crisis’ are usually time-sensitive, simultaneous
maturlty for all elements may not be possible. Immaturity
ot any element, such as lnadequate intelllgence or lack of a
sufficlent resources, or helicopters in the case of the
Mavaquez rescue, create rilsk. Thlis risk must be Jjudged by
the declslion maker, and with proper counsel, determlined to
be acceptable or unacceptable. Like Chaos Theory or the
‘joss of a nall’ metaphor, a single, seemingly insignlflicant
factor, can foretell doom. Conversely, a positlve result |s
Just “plain dumb luck". The driving forces In crisis
management then, are llke the three-dimensicnal sltuatlon or

stool in Figure 7. These dimenslions, time, threat, and
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Figure 6

Model of Crisis Management
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surprlse, relate to eight classifications descrlbed by
Charles F. Hermann (82). All relate to varyling differences
In the three varlables. The situation that most closely
approximates the Mavaguez Incldent Is the “clrcumstantlal
situation"---low threat to national interests, short time
for reaction, and surprise,. However, |1lke the conclusion
that can be decuced from the Mavaquez facts, Hermann
considers the circumstantial situation not to be a justifiec

crisis(83].

If there 13 value In relating the response taken by the
U.S. Government to Chaos Theory, then the beneflts for the
future are significant. Inherent in the theory (s its
universality. Chaotlc changes |ike those on-golng through
the dlsintegration of communism In the Sovlet Unlon and
Eastern Europe, may be cause for alarm for Soviets, former

communist bloc countries and the rest of the world.

The recent clashes between Armenlans and Azerbaljanls
In the Soviet Union’s southern republic of AzerbalJjan are
another problem that contributes to a extraordlnary
glituation for the Soviet Unlon. It is but one more factor
that contributes to the possiblllty of a chaotlc reactlon by .
the Soviets. Former Secretary of State Henry Klssinger sald
of the confllct that the Kremlin currently |Is using more
force than needed to quell the clashes (84). Polltlcal

rhetorlic or prophecy? If It ls reality, then does the
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action by the Soviet Unlon betrar loglc and exceed the range
of expectant behavlior? Any actlon taken by the Sovlets
could produce an increase in world tension. The catalyst to
cause a chaotic response could be small in the eyes of the
world, bit percelved as Jjustlflcatlon of significant action
by the Soviets. The dramatically changlng events In eastern
Europe and those clashes between varlou: _-ctions within the
Soviet Unlon are happening too raplidly to lgnore from a

Chaos Theory polnt of view.

History |s replete with cases where political
motlvation caused an otherwlse unimportant event to become a
crisis. The North Korean lnvasion of South Korea on June
24, 1950 may be such an example. It may also be an example
where chaos politlcs aftected the Jjudgment of decision
makers. Hermann charact:-r .zes the North Korean attack on
his situatlonal cube as a true crlsls situation---high
threat, short time, and surprise (85). This conclusion is
shared by a majorlity of historlans; however this concluslon

m / not be complete.

The chaotlc nature of the international events that
exlsted prior to the North Xorean attack were not unllike the
chaos evident during the Mavaguez Incident twenty-flve years
later. The Cold War was worsening; the Russlans recently
developed thelr own atomic komb; tre effects cf a deep

recesslon were stll]l llngs:. .~y Iln the U ¢ . Presldent
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Truman‘’s popularity was at an all time low of 37 per cent;
and the Adminlstratlon haa been denounced by the press for
"lozlng" malnland China to the Communists (86]. Also,
critical Senate and House elections were at risk in the
up-coming November electlons. Though not directly related
to each other, these events, nevertheless, presented a

chacti~ environment.

Signiflcantly, In 1948, President Truman had agreed
with a top secret chlefs of staff paper provided that Sduth
Korea was not vital to U.S. Interests. He reafflirmed this
position In June of 1950 that Kotea "ls of llttle strategic
value to the Unlted States and that commitment to Unlted
States use of mllltary forces In Korea would be |ll-advised"
(87). Still, President Truman made decisions as a result of
the Norih Korean invaslion that led to the U.S. lnvolvement
Iin the Korear War. The Implication |s that because world
and natlona: events were chaotlc, invasion of a country
twice rejected to be of strategic value to the U.S. produced 4

a chaotlc response from the U.S.

Responses to a chaotlc situation that has been
exasperated by a surprising event, are most dangerous when
the situation |s conslidered a crisis. Even when an event
does not quallfy as a crisls, as |n Hermann’s criterla,
declsion-makers may make it so. When the amount of time

avallable Is linked to an event that demands actlon or to ~}
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the existence of an unlque and unacceptable situation, the

possibll ity of a chaotlc response Increases.




CONCLUSION

The applicatlion of the Theory of Chaos to politlcal
science has a potential worthy of study. Glven its current
theoretical appllcation lacks an exact mathematical
measurement that classical sclences enjoy: however, the

basic theory does hold promjise.

Does Chaos Theory suggest a better method of dealing
with polltlical chaos? Perhaps. Instead of formulatlng
detal led contingency plans for as many scenarlos as
possible, it appears to be better to gather a crisis
management team oc cell of experts to hancle all unforeseen
crisis. The routine management of crisis’ could produce
better and less reactlionary respconses. With some loglc It
would be possible to develop a crisis template or computer
mode! as a too! to better manage crisis situations. This
approach is not unlike the approach suggested by Neustadt
and May in their book, Thinking ln Time (88). They propose
to "alsasasemble" a crisis sltuation Into Known, Presumed,
and Unclear and write down what s kaown about each.

Wwriting thess makegs it harder to "decelive yoursel f---or
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anypody eise." Both the Neustadt and May approach and the
formulatlion of a crisls management team attempt to reduce a
crisls manaygement analysis to an obiective evaluation, 1f
this is done chances increase tor a rational declsion. And,
uniess external factors preclude handling of the sjtuaticn
by the team, such as President Ford’s active involvement in
the Mavaguez crisis, then management will not be by
exceptlion. pbut become more routlne. Even |f some hlgh
autnarity aoes take direct control., at least the means to
acquire information and intelligence ana the means to
disseminate instructions Is flcmly in place. As more
thought is glven to the assoclation between Chaos Theory and
disproportionate responses to non-threatening events, other

alternatives will undoubtedly surface.

The word Mayaguez means "a place of many streams". In
this regard, its namesake, the Mavaguez has become a part of
political hlstory because of those four days in May. Its
gigniflicance as a ship |s the same as before. However, its
significance to political sclence has been Increased by its
assoclation to Chaos Theory. The actions that transpired
during May, 1975, llke lts name implles, the Mavaguez became
and remalns, "a place of many Interests”., The actlions taken
by the United States as a resul!t of the selzure introducea a
wider “range of expectant behavior" to U.S. alternatives.

The concept of Thaos Theory helps to explain, but not

-
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Justlify. unusual actions. Thece 18 no doubt that the

theorles of chaos may have applicatlen ln pollitlical sclence,
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